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Abstract

A broad class of smooth, possibly data-adaptive nonparametric copula estimators that contains empirical Bernstein
copulas introduced by Sancetta and Satchell (and thus the empirical beta copula proposed by Segers, Sibuya and
Tsukahara) is studied. Within this class, a subclass of estimators that depend on a scalar parameter determining the
amount of marginal smoothing and a functional parameter controlling the shape of the smoothing region is specifically
considered. Empirical investigations of the influence of these parameters suggest to focus on two particular data-
adaptive smooth copula estimators that were found to be uniformly better than the empirical beta copula in all of the
considered Monte Carlo experiments. Finally, with future applications to change-point detection in mind, conditions
under which related sequential empirical copula processes converge weakly are provided.
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1. Introduction

Let 21., = (X1,...,X,) be a stretch of d-dimensional random vectors from a stationary time series (X;);cz. The
distribution function (d.f.) F of X is assumed to have continuous univariate margins F1,..., F;. As a consequence
of a well-known theorem of Sklar [26], the multivariate d.f. F' can be expressed as

F(x) = C{F((x1),..., Fa(x))}, x e RY,

in terms of a unique copula C, that is, a unique d-dimensional d.f. with standard uniform margins.

To carry out statistical inference on the unknown copula C using the available observations Z7.,, it is often
necessary to have at hand nonparametric estimators of C. The best known such estimator is called the empirical
copula [6]. Under a rather weak condition (see Condition 23 in Section 6), the latter is asymptotically equivalent
to the empirical d.f. of the multivariate ranks obtained from 27., scaled by 1/n which was studied in [21]. Two
smooth versions that are genuine copulas when there are no ties in the components samples of .27, are the empirical
checkerboard copula [see, e.g., 9, 10, and the references therein] and the empirical beta copula proposed in [24]. The
latter was found to have better small-sample properties than the former and the classical empirical copula in the Monte
Carlo experiments reported in [24].

In this work, we investigate extensions of the construction that allowed Segers et al. [24] to study the asymptotics
of empirical Bernstein copulas introduced in [22], and thus of the empirical beta copula. The initial motivation for
this undertaking stems from an early attempt to obtain sequential versions of the asymptotic results of [24] (with an
application to change-point detection in mind) during which it appeared that alternative ways of smoothing could be
considered. In particular, we allow the underlying smoothing distributions to depend on the data, leading to a rather
broad class of smooth, possibly data-adaptive empirical copulas.
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The paper is organized as follows. In Section 2, we define a broad class of smooth, possibly data-adaptive nonpara-
metric copula estimators that contains empirical Bernstein copulas, and thus the empirical beta copula. Conditions
under which such smooth estimators have standard uniform univariate margins, are multivariate d.f.s or are genuine
copulas are provided in Section 3. In Section 4, we focus on a subclass of empirical copulas that depend on a scalar
parameter that determines the amount of marginal smoothing and a functional parameter that controls the shape of
the smoothing region in [0, 1]¢. Using an implementation for the R statistical environment [19] (available on the
web page of the first author), we investigate the influence of these parameters through Monte Carlo experiments in
Section 5 and, as a result, we suggest to focus on two specific smooth data-adaptive copula estimators that were found
to be uniformly better than the empirical beta copula in all of the considered Monte Carlo experiments. Finally, in
Section 6, we study the weak convergence of the sequential empirical copula processes related to the general class of
smooth estimators proposed in Section 2 and, in particular, establish conditions under which they are asymptotically
equivalent to the classical sequential empirical copula process initially studied in [2].

2. A broad class of smooth, possibly data-adaptive empirical copulas

For any j € {1,...,d}, let F'y., ; be the empirical d.f. computed from the jth component sample X ;,..., X,,; of the
available observations Z7.,. Then, let

n
RI™ = nFy, j(Xij) = Z 1(X;; < Xip)

be the (maximal) rank of X;; among X, ,...,X,;. Furthermore, let R/ = (Ri'l:”, . ,Rl!(}”) and U = R'"/n, i €
{1,...,n}, be the multivariate ranks and the multivariate scaled ranks, respectively, obtained from .27.,. Note that the
d-dimensional random vectors U 11:”, R IAJ,I;" are sometimes referred to as pseudo-observations from C [see, e.g., 13,
Chapter 4]. Following [21], the empirical copula Cy., of Z71., atu = (uy,...,uy) € [0, 11¢ can then be defined by

d

Crn(u) = %iﬂl(ze}"/nq] ZI(U“‘ <u), (1)

=1 j=1

where inequalities between vectors are to be understood componentwise.
A smooth version of the empirical copula Cy., was proposed in [24] by replacing indicator functions in (1) by d.f.s
of particular beta distributions. Specifically, the empirical beta copula of 27, is defined by

n d
cta 1
CoC () = - Z H beta, s (), = (s ug) € 0,117, 2)

where, forany n € Nand r € {1, ..., n}, beta, , denotes the d.f. of the distribution Beta(r, n+ 1 —r) (the beta distribution
with shape parameters @ = r and 8 = n+ 1 —r). When there are no ties in the component samples of Z7.,, Lemma 2.6
in [24] states that the empirical beta copula is actually a particular case of the empirical Bernstein copula introduced
in [22] and further studied in [15]. Proposition 2.8 in [24] additionally shows that the supremum distance between
the empirical beta copula CP** and the classical empirical copula Cy., is O(n™'/>(Inn)'/?), thereby suggesting that the
empirical beta copula is a smoothlng of C., at approximately bandwidth O(n~'/?); see also Corollary 3.7 in [24].

To study the asymptotics of the empirical beta copula, Segers et al. [24] cleverly used the fact that it could be
written as a mixture involving the classical empirical copula. For any n € N and u € [0, 1]¢, let p,,,, be the law of the
d-dimensional random vector (S 14, /%, .. .S ndu, /1), Where Sy 14, ... S a4, are independent random variables and,
for each j € {1,...d}, Sy, is Binomial(n, u;), that is, S, ;,, follows a binomial distribution with parameters n and
u;. The following lemma proven in Appendix A is instrumental for understanding the approach of [24].

Lemma 1. Foranyu € (0,11, neNandry,...,rg€{l,...,n},
d
[ Toetn = | ﬂl(r,/n )
i1 [0,1]

2



Using Lemma 1, by linearity of the integral, one immediately obtains that, for any u € [0, 1]¢,

Clljeta(u) — Z ‘f[\

Rl n/n < Wj) d,un (W) = f Cl:n(w)dﬂn,u(w)~ 3)

011 0,114
The main aim of this work is to study generalizations of the empirical beta copula based on alternative smoothing
distributions, possibly depending on the data. As we continue, for any m € N, x € (RY)" and u € [0, 1]¢, v¥ will
denote a law on [0, 1]¢ such that, for any je{l,...,d}, f[o 1 w;dv;(w) = u;; it is meant to be a generalization of y,,,
in (3) that possibly depends on the data set x. Furthermore, let p = d be a fixed integer, let U be a p-dimensional

random vector whose components are independent and standard uniform, and consider the following assumption.

Condition 2 (Construction of smoothing random vectors). For any m € N, x € (RY)" and u € [0, 11, there exists a
Sunction #,F : 10,117 — [0, 114 such that Wi =%} U)isalO, 11¢-valued random vector with law Vi

To be able to define, for any n € N, Z7., = (X1, ..., X,) and, for any m < n, the random vectors W/, x € (RYy™,
u € [0, 114, on the same probability space (the case m < n will be needed in Section 6), we assume that the underlying
probability space (Q, <7, IP) has a product structure, that is, Q = QX Q; with probability measure P = Py ® P, where
IP; denotes the probability measure on ;, such that, for any w € Q, 2";.,(w) only depends on the first coordinate of
w and U(w) only depends on the second coordinate of w, implying in particular that 2., and U are independent. In
that case, it can be verified using Fubini’s theorem that (x,A) — P{#,;*(U) € A} = P,(W] € A) = v}(A) defines a
regular version of the conditional distribution IP’(W%‘ e | 2., of W”ﬁ{1 " given Z1.,. As a consequence, in the rest
of the paper, for an arbitrary real-valued function A, E{h(W‘%‘ ") | Z1..} is to be understood as f 0.1} h(w)dv, " (w).

As we continue, for any m € N, x € (R?)" and u € [0, 1]¢, the d components of the random vector W, will be
denoted by W1 T Wx to indicate that the jth component of W depends on u; butnotonu,...,uj_1,Uj1,...,Uq.
It is however 1mp0rtant to keep in mind that the joint distribution of WY ... Wx’ud may still depend on u. The fact
that, for any x € (R?)" and u € [0, 1]¢, W has its support included in [0, 1]¢ with E(W¥) = u implies that, for any
jefl,...,d}, Var(ijul_) = 0if u; € {0, 1}. Note that, more generally, for any x € R, u € [0, 11¢ and je{l,...,d},

one has that
Var(W5, ) = B{(W¥, ) -} <EWS,) -} = u;(1 —u)). )

By analogy with (3), we then define alternative smooth versions of the empirical copula Cj., of the sample 27, =
(X1,...,X,) in (1) by

Cl, ) = f Craw)dv, " (w), € [0,1]%. (5)
[0,134

Roughly speaking, for any u € [0, 1]%, C1,,(u) can be thought of as a “weighted average” of Cy,,(w) for w “in a
neighborhood of u” according to the smoothing distribution v, ' (that may depend on the available observations

Zin)-

Remark 3. Let us comment on Condition 2. Forn € N, x € (RY)" and u € [0, 1], let H be the d.f. corresponding
to v, let D be a copula of H and let Hy, ..., H; be the d univariate margins of H. Assume for instance first that
D is an absolutely continuous copula. Then, using the inverse of the well-known transformation of Rosenblatt [20],
it is possible to obtain, from the first d components of U, a d-dimensional random vector V with d.f. D [see, e.g.,
13, Section 2.7 for more details]. The random vector W}, can then be defined by (HI‘I(VI), . ,H;l(Vd)), where
Hl",...,H;1 are the quantile functions (generalized inverses) obtained from the d univariate margins of H. As
another example, assume that D is the empirical beta copula obtained from the data set x € (R?)" whose component
samples contain no ties. Letr;;, i € {1,...,n}, j € {1,...,d}, be the corresponding multivariate ranks. Then, according
to [17, Section 3.2], a d-dimensional random vector V with d.f. D can be obtained by computing I = |[nU;41] + 1
and V; = beta;,lrlj(U i), J € {1,...,d}, where, as in (2), beta, , denotes the d.f. of the distribution Beta(g,n + 1 — g).
Finally, the random vector W;, can again be defined by (H 1" v,..., H;l (V). More generally, as soon as there exists
a method to generate random variates from the copula D, it is likely that we will be able to define the function #,*
transforming U into the random vector W;; with law v;.



Remark 4. Let n,m;,...,my € N. For any x € (R?" and u € [0, 114, let vi be the law of the random vector
Smptu/mi, ..o Smydu,/Mma), where S, 14,5 - - - Smy.au, are independent random variables and, for each j € {1,...d},
S m;.ju; 18 Binomial(m;, u j) Then, from Section 3 in [24], C}. corresponds to the empirical Bernstein copula with
polynomial degrees m;, . ..,my,. Since, from Lemma 2.6 in [24] the empirical beta copula is the empirical Bernstein
copula withm = n,...,my = n, itis obviously a particular case of C7, . It is obtained when, for any x € (Rd)” andu €
[0, 11¢, Vi is deﬁned as the measure /4, , appearing in (3) which is the law of the random vector (S 1.4, /7, - - . s S ndu, /1)-

As we shall see in Section 4, when defining some specific members of the above general class of smooth cop-
ulas, we will consider the possibly random smoothing distributions vf g e [0,1]4, to be either all discrete or all
continuous with the understanding that, because of (4), if u; € {0, 1}, the jth component of W,” " will be degenerate
(non-random).

Foranyne N, x € R4, r € [0,n]? and u € [0, 114, let

() = f 1(r/n < w)dviw) = E{L(r/n < W)} = X(r/n), ©)
[0,1]4

where 4*(w) = P(W* > w), w € [0, 1]4. Note that this implies that, almost surely, ¥, G (w) = P(W, " > w | 21,
w € [0, 1]%. By linearity of the integral, with probability 1, we can then express Cl, as

n

Cin(u):% @), wel0,1]9 @)

Rl
i=1

3. Properties and general form of the smooth estimators

In this section, we provide conditions under which smooth empirical copulas of the form (5) have standard uniform
univariate margins and then conditions under which they are multivariate d.f.s.

3.1. Univariate margins of the smooth estimators

We start by investigating the univariate margins of the studied nonparametric copula estimators. As already hinted
at in the introduction, the following simple condition plays an important role.

Condition 5 (No ties). With probability 1, there are no ties in each of the component samples Xij,...,Xyj, j €
{17 M ad}r Of%:n‘

As verified in [24], under this condition, the empmcal beta copula Cbetd defined in (2) has standard uniform
margms In the rest of the paper, for any j € {1,...,d} and any u € [O, 1]d let u) be the vector of [0, 1]¢ defined
by u =u;if i = jand 1 otherwise. With this notation, the property of having standard uniform univariate margins
can be simply written as C?**(u'?) = u; for all j € {1,...,d} and u € [0, 1]. For the smooth empirical copula C},
defined in (5), we have the following result proven in Appendlx A.

Proposition 6 (Univariate margins of CY, ). Under Condition 5, forany j € {1,...,d} andu € [0, 119, with probability
1,

ESt

. LW
Cl, @) =E| ———| 21, |.
i n

Since sup, o1y Ilnwl/n —w| — 0 asn — oo and IE( ;Zl | 2. n) = u; almost surely by construction, under
Condition 5, a smooth empirical copula C|, will at least have standard uniform margins asymptotically. Actually, it is
easy to verify that, under Condition 5, CY., will have standard uniform margins if and only if the following condition

is satisfied.

Condition 7 (Condition for uniform margins). For any x € (RY)", u € [0,1]% and j € {1,...,d}, W;fuj takes its values
in the set {0,1/n,...,(n—1)/n,1}.



The previous condition is for instance satisfied when, for any x € R4, u € [0,1]% and jefl,...,d}, qu; =
S n.ju;/n, where S, j,,; is Binomial(n, u;). Notice that, when u; € (0, 1) and Wi“f” does not take all its values in the set
{0,1/n,...,(n—1)/n, 1}, one has with probability 1 that

ESt

g

v D) Wi, L
Cl:n(u ) =K T I <Qflzn < E(Wj’u/‘n | %:n) =Uuj

4

since [nw]/n < wforallw € [0,1]\{0,1/n,...,(n — 1)/n, 1}. Hence, in that case, from a marginal perspective, C7.,

will systematically underestimate C.
One possible remedy to this situation is to carry out an asymptotically negligible correction consisting of using

Ji; ,%[; instead of Jifk i‘:” in (7), where a = (a,...,a) € (0, 1)?. Indeed, mimicking the proof of Proposition 6, one

obtains that, under Condition 5, for any j € {1,...,d} and u € [0,1]¢, C{:n(u(j)) = ]E(I_nW;“z;’” +al/n| Z1.,) almost
surely. It then seems reasonable to choose @ = 1/2 given that SUP,e(0.1] |lLnw + al/n — w| = max(a,1 — a)/n is
minimized for ¢ = 1/2 and IE(W]”Z‘I | Zi.x) = u; almost surely by construction. For this reason, from now on,
when using smoothing distributions for which Condition 7 is not satisfied, instead of ci,, in (7), we will consider the
asymptotically equivalent estimator defined by

n

cor 1 .
C‘l”n (u) = ; Z %ilfl/z(u)ﬁ uec [O, l]d (8)

Remark 8. Some additional thinking reveals that (8) would have been equivalently obtained if, in (5), the clas-
sical empirical copula Cy., in (1) were replaced by the empirical d.f. of the modified pseudo-observations U}:" =
(R i”’ —-1/2)/n,i € {1,...,n}. The latter asymptotically equivalent definition of the empirical copula was for instance
considered in [16, Section 5.10.1] and has univariate margins that are uniformly closer to the d.f. of the standard
uniform distribution than Cy., in (1).

3.2. General form of the smooth estimators

As already mentioned, we will choose the possibly random smoothing distributions v; ", u € [0,1]%, to be
either all discrete or all continuous with the understanding that, because of (4), if u; € {0, 1}, the jth component of
W, ' will be degenerate. In the discrete case, we will further impose Condition 7 so that, from Proposition 6, the
corresponding smooth empirical copulas of the form (7) have standard uniform margins. This property will not hold
if the smoothing distributions are chosen continuous. Considering in that case the asymptotically equivalent definition
in (8) will however make the uniform distance between the univariate margins of the smooth estimator and the d.f. of
the standard uniform distribution smaller than 1/(2n).

Notice that the expressions of CY. in (7) and C}<™" in (8) both depend on the quantity %%, x € (RY)", r € [0, n]%,
defined in (6). Specifically, recall that, for any x € (RY)", r € [0,n]? and u € [0, 11¢, #,*(u) = 94*(r/n), where
G¥(w) = P(W* > w), w € [0,1]%. For any x € (RY)" and u € [0, 1]%, let ZX(w) = P(W* > w), w € [0,1]¢, be
the survival function of W¥ and note that 4*(w) = .#X(w), w € [0, 1]%, if W¥ is continuous and that & (r/n) =
FXr-1D/n}, refl,...,n} where 1 = (1,...,1) € RY if W takes its values in the set {0, 1/n,...,(n — 1)/n, 1}%.
Interestingly enough, for any x € (RYY"* and u € [0, 1]%, we can additionally use the fact that, from Sklar’s theorem for
survival functions [see, e.g., 13, Section 2.5], there exists a copula ‘K_,f (called a survival copula of W) such that

Faw) = CHFE, W), Ty, wa)l, wel0,1]Y

where, forany j € {1,...,d}, ¥ (w) = P(W5, >w),w € [0,1], is the jth univariate margin of ZX. Note that € is

Jij
not uniquely defined unless W¥ is a continuous random vector and that %7 is not a copula of the random vector W
but a copula of the random vector —W;,.
Combining the previous elements, one has that, if the smoothing distributions satisfy Condition 7, for any x €
R4y, r € [1,n]? and u € [0, 1]¢, #,*(u) in (6) can be expressed as

HF@) = CF [ FE, A = Dfn), . T, (g = D], ©)
5



which implies that, with probability 1, the smooth empirical copula CY,, in (7) can be expressed, for any u € [0, 114,
as

CY,, ) = Z‘f“"" | ZUEARE" = D), ., F (R = D] (10)

whereas, if the smoothing distributions are continuous, as already mentioned, it is better from a marginal perspective
to consider the asymptotically equivalent estimator C}°*" in (8) which, with probability 1, can be expressed, for any
ue[0,11%, as

Cr(u Z G | TR = 1D ), F (R =112 /)] an
since, for any x € (RY)", r € [1,n]? and u € [0, 1]¢, 1 () can be expressed as

HE ) = CE | T, W = 1D nh . T N = 1/2) /)] (12)

3.3. Conditions for being multivariate d.f.s

From a finite-sample perspective, it seems desirable to focus on estimators that are multivariate d.f.s and thus,
possibly, genuine copulas. The following conditions are sufficient for that matter.

Condition 9 (Condition on the smoothing survival copulas). For any x € (R?)" and u € [0, 119, the copulas ‘5; in (9)
and (12) do not depend on u.

Condition 10 (Condition on the discrete smoothing survival margins). For any x € (RY)", j € {1,....d} and w €
[0, 1), the function t — % jfl(w) is right-continuous and increasing on [0, 1].

The following result is proven in Appendix A.

Proposition 11 (C}, is a multivariate d.f.). Assume that Conditions 9 and 10 hold. Then, the smooth empirical copula
Cy,, in (10) is a multivariate d.f.

Corollary 12 (C7,, is a genuine copula). Assume that Conditions 5, 7, 9 and 10 hold. Then, the smooth empirical
copula C|, in (5) is a genuine copula.

In the case of continuous smoothing distributions, we consider the following analog of Condition 10.

Condition 13 (Condition on the continuous smoothing survival margins). For any x € @RY", je(1,...,d) and
w € (0, 1), the function t — % Ji‘,(w) is right-continuous and increasing on [0, 1].

The following result is proven in Appendix A.

Proposition 14 (C}™" is a multivariate d.f.). Assume that Conditions 9 and 13 hold. Then, the smooth empirical
copula C7:’" in (11) is a multivariate d.f.

4. Estimators based on smoothing distributions with scaled binomial, scaled beta-binomial or beta margins

In order to define specific smooth empirical copulas of the form (10) or (11) that are multivariate d.f.s, we start by
making three proposals for the smoothing survival margins. We first make two proposals for the (discrete) smoothing
survival margins of the estimator (10) for which Condition 10 is satisfied and then one proposal for the (continuous)
smoothing survival margins of the estimator (11) for which Condition 13 is satisfied. We end this section by discussing
the choice of the survival copula of the smoothing distributions.



4.1. Scaled binomial and beta-binomial smoothing survival margins

Having Corollary 12 in mind for the estimator (10) and given u € [0, 1], we wish to define a random variable W
that takes its values in the set {0, 1/n,...,(n — 1)/n, 1} such that E(W) = u. From (4), only the case u € (0, 1) actually
needs to be dealt with. Following [24], it is natural to attempt to start from a random variable S that takes its values
in {0,1,...,n} and to set W = S /n. A first straightforward choice due to [24] is to take S to be Binomial(n, u). As

already mentioned, this immediately leads to W taking its values in the set {0, 1/n,...,(n — 1)/n, 1} and satisfying
E(W) = u and Var(W) = u(1 — u)/n.
As an alternative distribution for the random variable S taking its values in {0, 1,. .., n}, we investigate next the

possibility of considering the (more dispersed) Beta-Binomial(n, @, 3) whose shape parameters > 0 and 8 > 0
remain to be specified. Recall that the probability mass function of the latter distribution is given by

P(S = 5) = (”)B(s +g(’;’/;)s+ﬁ),

where B is the Beta function.
We start from the fact that, since S is Beta-Binomial(n, a, ),

a
a+p’

aff(a+ B +n)
na+p)(a+p+1)

Since the expectation of W is required to be u by construction, we immediately obtain from (13) that

E(W) = 13)

Var(W) = (14)

’Bza/(l—u), 15)

u

which, combined with (14), allows us to rewrite the variance of W as

Var(W) = u(l — u)(a + un) _ u(l — u) y a+un

n(a + u) n a+u’

The variance of W is thus the variance of W if S were Binomial(n, ) multiplied by the factor (o + un)/(a + u). Ideally,
we would want to control how much more dispersed scaled beta-binomial margins are compared to the corresponding
scaled binomial margins. To do so, we set the latter factor to be a constant p > 1, that is,

a +un

a+u P

and attempt to solve for @ > 0. Provided that p < n, we obtain that @ = u(n — p)/(p — 1) and then, using (15), that
B=0-wn-p)/E-1).

In summary, as an alternative distribution for the discrete random variable S, we consider the Beta-Binomial(n, u(n—
)/ —1),(1 —u)n—p)/(p— 1)), where p € (1,n) is an additional parameter. As required, we have that E(W) = u.

Furthermore,
1-
Var(W) = p X u M), (16)
n

so that the factor p describes how much more dispersed a scaled beta-binomial smoothing survival margin will be
compared to the corresponding scaled binomial.

Notice that the probability mass functions of the Binomial(n, #) and the Binomial(#, 1 — u) are symmetrical with
respect to n/2, and that, for any p € (1,n), the probability mass functions of the Beta-Binomial(n, u(n — p)/(o —
1,1 —u)(n—p)/(p— 1)) and the Beta-Binomial(n, (1 — u)(n — p)/(o — 1), u(n — p)/(p — 1)) are also symmetrical with
respect to n/2. This implies that, with respect to one coordinate, the smoothing around « will be the “reflection” of
the smoothing around 1 — u.

For any u € [0, 1], let B,,, be the survival function of the Binomial(n, u) and, for any u € [0, 1] and p € (1,n), let
,@n,u,p be the survival function of the Beta-Binomial(n, u(n — p)/(o — 1), (1 — u)(n — p)/(p — 1)). Two subclasses of

7



the class of smooth empirical copulas given by (10) that, under Condition 9, still depend on the choice of the possibly
data-dependent survival copula & = € =, can thus be defined, for any u € [0, 1]¢, by

n

B,€ 1 n D n
Cli) =~ > G By (R = 1)...... By (R = D, (17

i=1

CEt) = 13 G R~ D B R = ). (1%)

i=1

respectively. It is of course possible to imagine a version of the second estimator for which the common additional
parameter p of the d scaled beta-binomial smoothing survival margins depends on the data, that is, p = p*'» (subject to
the constraint that p*'» € (1,n) almost surely). By construction, the smoothing survival margins satisfy Condition 7,
which, according to Proposition 6, implies that Cf: and C ﬁf’ have standard uniform univariate margins. As far as
Condition 10 is concerned, we have the following results proven in Appendix B.

Proposition 15. Condition _10 is satisfied with j/’."t defined by j}ft(w) = B,.(nw), w € [0, 11. Specifically, for any
w € [0, 1), the function t — B, ;(nw) is continuous and increasing on [0, 1].

Proposition 16. Condition 10 is satisfied with F j?f[ defined by F ft(w) = @n,,,,,(nw), w € [0, 1], for any p € (1,n).
Specifically, for any p € (1,n) and w € [0, 1), the function t — e%_’n,,,p(nw) is continuous and increasing on [0, 1].

Hence, according to Proposition 11, the estimators CB “ and C]’ “ are multivariate d.f.s and therefore, according to
Corollary 12, genuine copulas if Condition 5 holds. NOthC also that the smooth empirical copula CB “ coincides with
the empirical beta copula Cbe“i in (2) if €1 is taken to be the independence copula I1. Based on (17) an alternative
notation for the empirical beta copula is thus C|") s

Remark 17. Let m € N and recall from Remark 4 that if, for any x € (RYY* and u € [0, 1]¢, vy is the law of
the random vector (S 1,4, /M, . . . s S mau, /M) Where S, 14,5 - . . S mau, are independent random variables such that, for
each j € {1,...d}, S ju; is Binomial(m, uj), then, from Section 3 in [24], C},, in (5) is the empirical Bernstein copula
with polynomial degrees all equal to m. It immediately follows that the expectation and variance of the jth margin of
the underlying smoothing distribution corresponding to u € [0, 1]¢ are ujand u;(1 —u;)/m, respectively. Let p € (1,n)
and let us focus on the special case m = [n/p]. The underlying smoothing distribution corresponding to u € [0, 1]¢
can then be regarded as close to the smoothing distribution corresponding to the same u involved in the definition
of the estimator C’Za T oenerically defined in (18) with dispersion parameter p. Indeed, both smoothing distributions
have independent copula expectation u and the variances of their jth margin are u;(1 — u;)/[n/p1 and pu;(1 — u;)/n,
respectively (see (16)). The estimator Cfﬁ“ with dispersion parameter p can however be regarded as an advantageous
replacement of the empirical Bernstein copula with polynomial degrees all equal to [n/p]. Indeed, if Condition 5
holds, the former is a genuine copula by Corollary 12 (no matter how p € (1,n) is chosen) whereas the latter is a
genuine copula only when #n is a multiple of [n/p] by Proposition 2.5 in [24]. When p = 3, the disadvantages in
terms of finite-sample performance of the empirical Bernstein copula with polynomial degrees all equal to [n/p] are
highlighted in Fig. 3 of [24].

4.2. Beta smoothing survival margins

Since the support of the beta distribution is included in [0, 1], it is natural to attempt to use it to define the
continuous smoothing survival margins involved in the definition of the estimator (11). Thus, given u € [0, 1], let
W be a random variable with the beta distribution Beta(w, 8) whose shape parameters @ > 0 and S > 0 need to be
determined so that E(W) = u. Again, from (4), only the case u € (0, 1) needs to be addressed. We know that

a
E(W) = Py (19)
_ ap
Var(W) = EETrE (20)



From the fact that the expectation of W is required to be u and (19), we obtain that 8 = a(1 — u)/u, which, combined
with (20), implies in turn that
w*(1 - u) _u(l —u) y nu

Var(W) = .
W) a+u n a+u

Proceeding as for the scaled beta-binomial smoothing survival margins but keeping in mind that the variance of the
beta distribution with expectation u can be arbitrarily small, we set

nu

=p>0

a+u F
and attempt to solve for @ > 0. Provided that p < n, we obtain that @ = u(n — p)/p and, consequently, that 8 =
(1 = u)(n — p)/p. The distribution of W can thus be taken to be the Beta(u(n — p)/p, (1 — u)(n — p)/p), where p € (0, n)
is an additional parameter. As required, we have that E(W) = u, whereas the parameter p controls the variance of W
which is given by

Var(W) =

px ML= @1
n

Hence, the variance of W can again be compared to the variance of the corresponding scaled binomial survival margin.
Notice however that, unlike for scaled beta-binomial survival margins, beta survival margins can be underdispersed
compared to the corresponding scaled binomial survival margins.

From the fact that the densities of the Beta(a, 8) and the Beta(B, @) are symmetrical with respect to 1/2, we again
have that, with respect to one coordinate, the smoothing around u will be the “reflection” of the smoothing around 1 —u.

Forany u € [0, 1]and p € (0, n), let B, o be the survival function of the Beta(u(n—p)/p, (1-u)(n—p)/p), p € (0, n).
One subclass of the class of smooth empirical copulas (11) that, under Condition 9, still depends on the choice of the
possibly data-dependent survival copula ¢ = € “1, can then be defined by

o I & - _ , _ .
Cln) = = > G [Bua ol RY" = 1/}, Bra o R = 1/D/m)]. e 0,11 (22)
i=1

As for the estimator (18), it is possible to imagine a version of (22) for which the common additional parameter p of
the d beta smoothing survival margins depends on the data, that is, p = p*1= (subject to the constraint that p*1» € (0, n)
almost surely). As far as Condition 13 is concerned, we have the following result proven in Appendix B.

Proposition 18. Condition 13 is satisfied with F*, = B,,,, for any p € (0,n). Specifically, for any p € (0,n) and
w € (0, 1), the function t — ﬁn,t,p(w) is continuous and increasing on [0, 1].

Hence, according to Proposition 14, C‘3 “ is a multivariate d.f. If Condition 5 holds, it is however not a genuine
copula since it does not have standard umform margins. The latter can for instance be verified numerically using the
R implementation of the estimator provided on the web page of the first author.

4.3. On the survival copula of the smoothing distributions

In view of Propositions 11 and 14, it seems desirable to choose the survival copulas of the smoothing distributions
appearing in (10) and (11) such that Condition 9 holds. In order to propose a meaningful choice for the resulting
possibly data-dependent survival copula ¢ ', we first gather hereafter some theoretical facts.

Assume that Condition 5 holds and fix u € [0, 1]%. If W;Z‘”’ takes its values in the set {0, 1/n, ..., (n — 1)/n, 1}4, it
is easy to verify from (10) that

E(C},,@)} = B(€ 7 LF MR = D/n), ..., Z,0 (R = 1)/n)]) (23)



since X1, ..., X, are identically distributed. Note furthermore that, for any j € {1,...,d},

ELZ (R} = 1)/n}]

E(E[Z" (R} —1)/n}|%:n])=E[%z "ﬂ{(z—l)/n}]

it
i=1

]u

1 2, |‘ Wf’;an
E(E{~ l(ian;,;;"n%m =E{E|—2 | 23,

=E E(W”'" | Zia)} = E(u)) = u;.

S| =

n 1 n P
E P{W i >(z—1)/n|%n}} -E|- § E{1(w) Zi/n)lzf&”;n}
[ = 1 IR R (24)

3

In other words, the expected value of C}, () is the expectation of a random variable obtained by applying the copula
% *1= to the components of a random vector with expectation u. Similarly, if W,, ' is continuous, from (11), we have
that

E(C1e" )y = B(€ 7= [F) (R = 1/2)/n), ..., L AR)T = 1/2)/n)]) (25)
and, moreover, proceeding similarly to (24), that
. LnW "+ 1/2]
ELZ (R} = 1/2)/n}] = E — (26)
which, combined with the fact that SUP,e(0.1] [Lnw + 1/2]/n — w| = 1/(2n), implies that
|E[52‘]:jj;~{(1e:ff = 1/2)/n}] — uy| < 1/(2n). 27)

In other words, in the case of a continuous smoothing distribution, the expected value of C7>* (u) is the expectation

of a random variable obtained by applying the copula € #' to the components of a random vector whose expectation
is within 1/(2n) of u.

Given that C7,, (u) and C‘I’ f:’r(u) are estimators of C(u), the previous derivations suggest that it may be meaningful
to expect that, in many situations, their biases will be minimized (or at least will be small) if the survival copula
€ = of W,/ is taken equal to the copula C. When C is the independence copula I1, the above choice is optimal if
Condition 7 holds. Indeed, setting € *» = IT in (23) and using (24) immediately yields that CY,,(u) is an unbiased
estimator of C(u) = IT(x). Similarly, if W, is continuous, one straightforwardly obtains from (25), (26) and (27)
that the bias of C}’"” (u) will decrease quickly as n increases.

The previous dlscusswn focusing on the bias thus suggests, if C were known, to choose the survival copula & *1»
in (10) and (11) equal to C. Since C is not known, a natural solution consists of taking % 1= equal to a pilot estimate
of C based on 27.,. This aspect will be empirically investigated in Section 5.

5. Suggested data-adaptive alternatives to the empirical beta copula

The first aim of this section is to study, under Condition 9, the finite-sample performance of the estimators Cf:
in (17), €7 in (18) and C¥ in (22) in the case when the survival copula € * does not depend on the data.
These preliminary investigations will then be used to propose a natural way of choosing & *1» from the data in the
expressions of C** Cy #¢ and C’fj The finite-sample performance of the resulting estimators will be finally studied

Iin?
for many bivariate and tr1variate data-generating models.

5.1. Experiments for understanding the influence of the spread and the shape of the smoothing distributions

Following [24], for each sample size n under consideration, each data generating copula C and each copula esti-
mator C., under investigation, we estimated the following three performance measures:

integrated squared bias: f [E {é 1n(U) = C(”)}]2 du,
(0,134
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Fig. 1: Influence of the dispersion parameter p of the beta smoothing survival margins and of the value of Kendall’s tau (given on the x-axis of
each panel) of the smoothing Frank copula & %1 (not taken to depend on the data) on the three performances measures of the smooth estimator
C/f':f in (22) computed from samples of size n = 30 from a Frank copula with a Kendall’s tau in {0, —0.3, -0.6, —0.9}.

integrated variance: f

L E ([Cra@ - ECra@)])du,

integrated mean squared error: f E [{é 1) = C (u)}z] du.

(0,13

To do so, we proceeded by Monte Carlo simulation using 20,000 independent random samples of size n from C and
applied the trick described in detail in Appendix B of [24]. All the numerical experiments were carried out using the
R statistical environment and its packages copula [12] and extraDistr [28].

As a first experiment, we considered n € {10, 30,50} and C to be the bivariate Frank copula [8] with a Kendall’s
tau in {0, —0.3, —0.6, —0.9}. We then estimated the above three performance measures for the smooth empirical copula
C" in (22) with p € {0.5,1,2,3} and %*'» the Frank copula with a Kendall’s tau in {-0.9,-0.8,...,0.9} (thus
not taken to depend on the data). The results are represented in Fig. 1 for n = 30 and are qualitatively similar for
n € {10, 50}. Each column of graphs corresponds to a different Kendall’s tau for the data generating Frank copula. The
first (resp. second, third) row of plots reports the integrated squared bias (resp. integrated variance, integrated mean
squared error). The four curves in each panel represent the four considered values of the dispersion parameter p and
give the value of the performance measure against the value of Kendall’s tau of the (data-independent) Frank copula
% %1 of the smoothing survival distribution.
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Fig. 2: Influence of the dispersion parameter p of the scaled beta-binomial smoothing survival margins and of the value of Kendall’s tau (given on
the x-axis of each panel) of the smoothing Clayton or survival Clayton copula % 1 (not taken to depend on the data) on the three performances

measures of the smooth estimators C’f:‘:f in (17) and C lgi,g in (18) computed from samples of size n = 30 drawn from a Clayton copula with a
Kendall’s tau in {0, 0.3, 0.6, 0.9}.

From the first row of graphs in Fig. 1, we see that, as expected from the discussion in Section 4.3, the integrated
squared bias is minimized when the survival copula % #'= is close to the data generating copula C. The larger the
value of the marginal dispersion parameter p, the more obvious the previous conclusion is. The second row of plots
reveals, on one hand, that the shape of the smoothing distribution controlled by %1 has relatively little influence on
the integrated variance (although the latter seems always minimized when & “= is close to the independence copula
IT) and, on the other hand, that the larger p, the lower the integrated variance. The third row of graphs combines the
previous conclusions and shows that the integrated mean squared error seems minimized when % #'= is close to C
and p is large provided the absolute value of Kendall’s tau of C is strictly smaller than 0.9. In the case of strongly
(negatively) dependent observations, the lowest integrated mean squared error seems also reached for p = 0.5, the
latter setting having the advantage of being hardly unaffected by the choice of € %1,

As a second experiment, we considered a similar setting but with C a bivariate Clayton copula [5] and for the
estimators Cf: in (17) and Cf,’f in (18) involving scaled binomial and scaled beta-binomial smoothing survival
margins with dispersion parameter p € {2, 4}, respectively. This time, we also allowed % *1» to be a survival Clayton
copula (still not taken to depend on the data). Note that a Clayton copula and the corresponding survival copula have
the same value of Kendall’s tau whereas they are very different: the former is lower tail dependent while the latter is
upper tail dependent [see, e.g., 13, Section 3.4.1]. The results are represented in Fig. 2 for n = 30. The conclusions
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are the same as those drawn after the first experiment. In particular, the curves for € “1» the Clayton copula and
% *1= the corresponding survival Clayton copula for the same value of p in Fig. 2 confirm that the integrated bias and
the integrated mean squared error are minimized when % 1= is approximately equal to C. The conclusions remain
qualitatively the same for n € {10,50} or when the Clayton family is replaced by the Gumbel-Hougaard family
[11, 14].

5.2. Suggested data-adaptive smooth estimators and their finite-sample performance

The previous experiments confirm what the theoretical hints given in Section 4.3 already suggested: it seems
meaningful to take the survival copula & #'= of the smoothing distributions equal to the data generating copula C.
Since the latter is unknown and since the empirical beta copula C?fﬁa in (2) is probably one of the best available
estimators of C, it is a natural choice for & *'». As far as the dispersion parameter p is concerned, the results reported
in Section 5.1 suggest that taking its value to be larger than one, say p € {2 4}, may be a good general choice. Two

suggested smooth data-adaptive copula estimators are thus C b and Cﬂ i with p € {2,4}. The first one, generically
defined in (18), has scaled beta-binomial smoothing survwal margins and uses the empirical beta copula for € %1,
The second one, generically defined in (22), has beta smoothing survival margins and also uses the empirical beta
copula for € #1=. As competitors to these estimators in our Monte Carlo experiments, we considered:

o the empirical beta copula C'ff,f“ (which is the same as the estimator C ‘;“:l in (17) with €% = 1),

o the estimators Cfﬁ” and Cﬂl‘; with p € {2, 4}, which can be regarded as smoother versions of C'l’f‘a = C’f‘;,

¢ and the estimators C‘l”:l and C[if?"m with p = 0.5 which are marginally rougher than all of the previously consid-

ered ones.

In a first series of experiments, we considered d € {2, 3} and C to be either the d-dimensional Clayton, Gumbel—
Hougaard or Frank copula whose bivariate margins have a Kendall’s tau of 7 and we estimated the integrated mean
squared error of the aforementioned estimators for n € {10,20,30,40} and for 7 in either {0,0.1,...,0.9} or in
{—0.9,-0.8,...,0}. The estimated integrated mean squared errors are given against Kendall’s tau in the panels of
Fig. 3 in which the following abbreviations are used:

“e.b.c.” for “empirical beta copula”,
e “beta-bin. tho = 2/ indep” for the estimator C|’ 9? T with p = 2,

beh

e “beta-bin. tho =2 / e.b.c.” for the estimator C Cli with p = 2,
e “beta tho = 2/ indep” for the estimator C} w1th p=2,

beu

e “betarho =2/e.b.c.” for the estimator Cﬂ " with p =2,
and similarly for the estimators with p = 4.
The following conclusions can be drawn from Fig. 3:

cheta

o the estimators C ‘" and Cﬂ i with p € {2, 4} are uniformly better than the empirical beta copula in terms of
integrated mean squared error for the data generating models under consideration; setting p to 4 is overall better
than setting p = 2, except when, approximately, n < 30 and |7| > 0.6,

e as expected from Section 4.3 and the experiments reported in Section 5.1, all other settings being equal, the
estimators for which €#1» = II are better than their analogs for which E*n = Cll’f”;a when 7 is close to 0;
their advantage, particularly large for small n, decreases as n increases, that is, as the performance of the pilot
estimator C?** improves,

cbet:
e as expected from the experiments reported in Section 5.1, setting p = 0.5 in the expressions of c n‘ " and C’f .
can have advantages only when |7] is large and n is small,
e as can be seen from the first and second rows of plots (and from other non reported results), for the same value

eta

of p > 1, there is hardly any difference between the estimators C 2 and Cf’fjﬁa (resp. th“ and C’f‘:l) in terms
of integrated mean squared error.
Note that we have no explanations for the somehow surprising behavior occurring in the third line of graphs when 7
changes from —0.8 to —0.9.

3 cheta _
In a last series of experiments, we compared the integrated mean squared error of Ctl’i;a with that of Cf;‘ ,Co

C lﬂn e and CY, %1 for p € {2,4} for various bivariate and trivariate data-generating models and n € {10, 20,...,100}.

Specifically, we considered:
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Fig. 3: Estimated integrated mean squared errors against Kendall’s tau 7 for 7 in either {0,0.1,...,0.9} or {-0.9, 0.8, ..., 0} of various estimators
of C for C the bivariate Clayton (first and second row of graphs), the bivariate Frank (third row of graphs) or the trivariate Gumbel-Hougaard
copula (fourth row of graphs) for n € {10, 20, 30,40}. The abbreviations used in the legends are those defined in Section 5.2.

e bivariate normal copulas with a Kendall’s tau 7 € {-0.75,-0.5, -0.25, 0.25,0.5,0.75},

e non-exchangeable bivariate Khoudraji—Clayton copulas with first shape parameter s; € {0.4,0.6, 0.8}, second
shape parameter s, = 0.95 and Clayton copula parameter equal to 6 (see Section 3.4.2 in [13] and Fig. 3.19
therein in particular),
trivariate Gumbel-Hougaard copulas whose bivariate margins have a Kendall’s tau 7 € {0.25,0.5,0.75},
the trivariate 7 copula with 4 degrees of freedom and pairwise correlation parameters pj, = —0.2, p13 = 0.5 and
P23 = 0.4 as in [24],
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o the trivariate nested Archimedean copula with Frank generators and with a Kendall’s tau equal to 0.3 at the
upper node and 0.6 at the lower node as in [24],
o the trivariate nested Archimedean copula with Frank generators and with a Kendall’s tau equal to 0.5 at the
upper node and 0.8 at the lower node.
The estimated integrated mean squared errors are plotted against n € {10,20, ..., 100} in the graphs of Fig. 4
for the estimators (other than Ctl’?;a) that have beta smoothing survival margins. As already mentioned, the estimated
integrated mean squared errors of the estimators having scaled beta-binomial smoothing survival margins (all other

93, cheta

settings being equal) are almost identical. Again, as can be seen from Fig. 4, the estimators C|, " and Cﬁ & with
p € {2,4} are uniformly better than the empirical beta copula in terms integrated mean squared error for all the data
generating models under consideration, the best of the two being overall the one with p = 4, except for very small
n. For an easier evaluation of the possible gain resulting from the use of the latter estimator, Fig. 5 reports estimated

3.cbeta
relative efficiencies with respect to the estimator C/iCn‘ with p = 4 against n € {10, 20, ..., 100} (the relative efficiency
3 cbeta
of an estimator with respect to C/icn‘ with p = 4 is simply the ratio of its integrated mean squared error to that of

3. cbeta _
CJ;;“" with p = 4 multiplied by 100). As already observed in the previous set of experiments, the estimators Cfi'l“ and
Cﬁ”; with p € {2,4} can be of interest only when the true copula is close to the independence copula I1.

6. Asymptotics of related sequential empirical processes

Recall the definition given in (5) of the smooth, possibly data-adaptive empirical copulas CY., investigated in this
work. Conditions under which empirical processes of the form +/n (CY,, — ©) converge weakly w111 be a consequence
of the sequential results to be stated in this section. The reason for con51der1ng this more general setting follows from
our intention to apply the studied smooth estimators in change-point analysis in a forthcoming project.

Before providing the asymptotic theory for the related sequential empirical processes, we start by briefly explain-
ing how the quantities introduced in Section 2 can be defined from substretches of the available stretch of observations
Zin = (X1,...,X,). Given a substretch 24 = (Xi, ..., X)), 1 <k <1< n,let Fy,; be the empirical d.f. computed
from the jth component subsample X, ..., Xj;, j € {1,...,d} of Zi;. Then, let Rk:l = (I—k+ 1)Fy j(X;;) be the (max-

imal) rank of X;; among X;;, ..., X;;. Furthermore, let Rkl (Rkl .. Rkl) and Ukl Rkl/(l k+1),i€lk,...,I},be
the multivariate ranks and the multlvarlate scaled ranks respectlvely, obtained from %(_; The empirical copula Cri
of 2y atu = (uy,...,uy) € [0, 1]¢is then

I d 1 ! e
Cualet) = lznl(l—k+1_ ]:m;“’]f s %)

i=k j=1

and, by analogy with (5), the corresponding smooth version C}, based on the possibly random smoothing distributions
vi ¥ u € [0, 114, is defined by

Cry(m) = f Ck:l(W)dek:l(W), u € [0, l]d. (29)
[0,1}¢

X
. ! is the Dirac measure

Note that, if k£ > /, we adopt the convention that Cy; = C},, = 0 and that, for any u € [0, 114, v
atu.

We can now define the corresponding sequential empirical copula processes which are the main focus of this
section. Let A = {(s,1) € [0,1]> : s < t} and let A,(s,7) = (lnt] — |ns])/n, (s,f) € A. The two-sided sequential

empirical copula process was defined in [2] by
(Cn(S, 1, u) = \/ﬁ/ln(s, t){CLnsJ+1:LntJ(u) - C(u)}7 (S, t) € As uc [O, ]]d’ (30)

where Cpsj+1:1n2) 18 generically defined in (28). The two-sided sequential empirical copula process corresponding to
the smooth empirical copula in (29) is then naturally defined by

Cst.1) = VHA(S, DC] o @) = C@), (5,0 € Au € [0, 1], 31)
15
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Fig. 5: Estimated relative efficiencies (r.e.) with respect to the estimator CB m"” with p = 4 against n € {10, 20,...,100} for the four other
estimators of C appearing in Fig. 4 for the bivariate and trivariate data-generating models considered in Section 5.2.
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The aim of this section is to establish the asymptotics of the latter.
As frequently done in the literature, we consider the following nonrestrictive condition on the unknown copula C
initially proposed in [23].

Condition 19 (Smooth partial derivatives). For any j € {1,...,d}, the partial derivative Cj = 0C/0u;j exists and is
continuous on the set {u € [0,1]7 : uj € (0, 1)}

The latter condition can be considered nonrestrictive because, as shall become clear in the forthcoming devel-
opments, it is necessary for the candidate weak limit of both C, and C} to exist pointwise and have continuous
trajectories. In the rest of the paper, following [4], for any j € {1,...,d}, C; is arbitrarily defined to be zero on the set
{ue0,17¢ : u; € {0, 1}}, which implies that, under Condition 19, CJ- is defined on the whole of [0, 1]¢.

In view of the mathematical derivations carried out in [24] to study the asymptotics of the empirical beta copula
process and with (4) in mind, it seems particularly meaningful to impose the following condition on the smoothing
distributions involved in the definition of the smooth empirical copulas under consideration.

Condition 20 (Variance condition). There exists a constant k > 0 such that, for anyn € N, x € R4, u € [0,1]% and
jef{l,...,d}, Var(W;fu,) < kuj(1 —wuj)/n.

Remark 21. As verified at the beginning of Section 4.1, the previous condition is clearly satisfied if, for any n € N,
xe@®RY, uecl011%and je(l,...,d}, W;ful = S,,,j,,,j/n, where S nju; is Binomial(n, u;). From (16) and (21), we
see that it will also be satisfied for smoothing distributions with scaled beta-binomial and beta survival margins as
defined in Sections 4.1 and 4.2 provided that the dispersion parameter p is constant. For versions of these models in
which p is data-adaptive, one needs to assume that there exists a constant ¥ > 0, such for any n € N and x € (R9)",
the dispersion parameter p = p* (which may thus depend on x) is bounded by y.

In the rest of this section, unless stated otherwise, all convergences are with respect to n — co. Furthermore, the
arrow ‘~~’ denotes weak convergence in the sense of Definition 1.3.3 in [27] and, given a set T, £*(T) (resp. €(T))
represents the space of all bounded (resp. continuous) real-valued functions on 7' equipped with the uniform metric.
The following result is proven in Appendix C.

Theorem 22 (Asymptotics of C)). Assume that Conditions 19 and 20 hold, and that C,, ~» Cc in £*(A X [0, 11%),
where the trajectories of the limiting process C¢ are continuous almost surely. Then,

Sup |C;(S, ts u) - Cn(s7 l9 u)' = OP(I)‘
(s.)eA
ue[:'),]]d

Consequently, C!, ~ Cc in (A x [0, 1]9).

Roughly speaking, the smooth sequential empirical copula process C) in (31) is asymptotically equivalent to the
classical sequential empirical copula process C, in (30) when the latter converges weakly to a limiting process whose
trajectories are continuous almost surely. From Section 3 in [2], a key assumption for such a convergence to hold
concerns the weak convergence of the two-sided sequential empirical process

Lnt)
Bi(s.,t.w)=— > (U <w)-C@),  (s,m) € Ax[0,1], (32)

M ims)+1

where Uy, ..., U, is the unobservable sample obtained from 27., = (X1,..., X)) by the probability integral transfor-
mations U;; = F;j(X;;), i € {1,...,n}, j € {1,...,d}, and with the convention that B,(s,?,-) = 0if |nt] — [ns] = 0.
Specifically, the following condition was considered in [2].

Condition 23 (Weak convergence of B,(0,-,-)). The sequential empirical process B,(0,-,-) converges weakly in
£2([0,11%Y 10 a tight centered Gaussian process Z¢ concentrated on

{f € F([0, l]d”) : f(s,u) = 0 if one of the components of (s,u) is 0, and f(s,1,...,1) =0 forall s € (0, 1]}.
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Under Condition 23, it immediately follows from the continuous mapping theorem that B, ~~» B¢ in £*(AX[0, 119),

where
Be(s, t,u) = Ze(t,u) — Ze(s, u), (s,t,u) € Ax[0,1]% (33)

When the underlying stationary time series (X;);ez consists of independent random vectors, Condition 23 is a direct
consequence, for instance, of Theorem 2.12.1 in [27]. More generally, Condition 23 also holds when (Xj);ez is strongly
mixing. Given a stationary time series (¥;);cz, denote by .# jk the o-field generated by (Y;)j<i<k, j,k € Z U {—00, +00},
and recall that the strong mixing coefficients corresponding to the stationary sequence (Y;),cz are then defined by
af = sup  |[P(ANB)-PAPB) reN, r>0,

AeFO BeF}®

with a(’)’ = 1/2 and that the sequence (Y;);ez is said to be strongly mixing if af — 0 as r — oco. Then, if the stretch
Ui,...,U,is drawn from a time series (U;);cz whose strong mixing coefficients satisfy a/f] = O0(r %) witha > 1 (which
occurs if the strong mixing coefficients of the time series (X;);cz satisfy aX = O(r™*) with a > 1), Theorem 1 in [1]
implies that Condition 23 holds with the covariance function of the process Z¢ being

Cov{Zc(s,u), Zc(t,v)} = min(s, 1) Z Cov{l(Uy < u), 1(U; <v)}.
keZ

Recall that, for any j € {1,...,d} and any u € [0, 1]¢, u? is the vector of [0, 1]¢ defined by ul(,j) =u;ifi = jand
1 otherwise. The following result is then an immediate consequence of Theorem 3.4 in [2] and Proposition 3.3 of [3],
and can be used to obtain a straightforward corollary of Theorem 22.

Theorem 24 (Asymptotics of C,,). Under Conditions 19 and 23,

sup  [Cu(s, t.u) = Culs. t,w)| = op(D),
(s,1,u)EAX[0,1]4

where

d
Co(s,t,u) = By(s, t,u) — Z Ciw)B,(s,t,u?), (s,t,u) € Ax[0,1]%,
=
and B,, is defined in (32). Consequently, C, ~+ Cc in £°(A x [0, 119), where

d
Ce(s, t,u) = Be(s, t,u) — Z Ci)Be(s,t,u), (s,t,u) € Ax[0,1]%,
j=1

and B¢ is defined in (33).

7. Concluding remarks

A broad class of smooth, possibly data-adaptive empirical copulas containing the empirical beta copula was stud-

ied. A good general choice within this class appears to be the estimator Cf:"):e”m generically defined in (18) that uses the
empirical beta copula as survival copula of the smoothing distribution and scaled beta-binomial smoothing survival
margins with dispersion parameter p = 4. From Corollary 12, the latter is a genuine copula in the absence of ties
in the component samples. In our bivariate and trivariate Monte Carlo experiments, it was found to be uniformly
better than the empirical beta copula for all the considered data-generating models. However, its better finite-sample
performance compared to the empirical beta copula comes at the price of a higher computational cost since this more
complex estimator uses the empirical beta copula as a pilot estimator of the true unknown copula. Specifically, we
see from (18) that one estimation of the unknown copula at a given point u € [0, 1]¢ will require n evaluations of
the empirical beta copula. Whether this overhead is acceptable for a given application can be assessed using the R
implementation of the estimator available on the web page of the first author.

In addition to these finite-sample results, conditions under which sequential empirical copula processes con-
structed from the studied general class of smooth, possibly data-adaptive estimators converge weakly were provided.
In a forthcoming project, these results will be used to show the asymptotic validity of a sequential dependent multi-
plier bootstrap [2, 3] allowing to apply the proposed smooth, possibly data-adaptive empirical copulas to change-point
detection in a time series setting.
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A. Proofs of Lemma 1, Proposition 6, Proposition 11 and Proposition 14

Proof of Lemma 1. For any u € [0, 14 neNandr,...,r;€{l,...,n}, we have

d

d d
fo 1 1_[ 1(rj/n < )bt (W) = {]_[ 1(rj/n < sn,,-,uj/n>} =[ [E0G; < St = [ [PSnju, =7
I" j=1 j=1 J=1

d d ri—=1

1_[ 1= P(Syju, < 17— D) = l_[ 1_ (n)uj(l — )

J=1 J=1 s=0 S

d n ri—1 n d n n d
(oS o-nr |- (5 -

J=l 5=0 J=1 57, =

O

Proof of Proposition 6. Fix j € {1,...,d} and u € [0,1]?. Then, from (4), all the components of W' (,')“ except
possibly the jth are deterministic and equal to 1. It follows from (6) and (7) that, almost surely,

1 n
Cl,@) == > ") = f LR} fn < wdv, " (w) = ~ f 1(i/n < w)dv, " (w)
1: Z R} ,le 0.1 J n ; (013 J

B DS TR NN LE e o) W L |
n n Sl ' n St n ’

i=1
O
Proofs of Propositions 11 and 14. We only provide the proof of Proposition 11 as the proof of Proposition 14 is very
similar.
Let us check that C|, in (10) satisfies the four properties listed in Theorem 1.2.11 of [7] necessary for it to be a

multivariate d.f. From (9) under Condition 9, for any u € [0, 119 and i € {1, ..., n}, one has that, almost surely
Higid"@) = €7 F (R = /), fdi;{m}d” ~ D)/n)].
Since, for any u € [0, 11 and j € {1,...,d}, W]ﬁ; ' = ( if the jth coordinate of u is zero and &% is a copula, we

obtain that, with probability 1, Ji/ x‘ "(u) = 0 foralli € {1,...,n} if at least one coordinate of u is zero. The latter

implies that the estimator C7, in (10) is grounded. Similarly, if u = 1 € [0, 1]¢, with probability 1 Wj“gi‘f" = 1 for all
jefl,...,d}and %;fn‘”’(u) = 1foralli€{l,...,n}, which implies that C}, (1) = 1 almost surely.

From Condition 10 and the fact that €~ is a copula forall x € (R%)", we have that, for any x € Ry, jell,...,d},
u €[0,1]¢ and w € [0, 1)?, the function from [0, 1] to [0, 1] defined by

1o CHTE W), Fh W), 5 W), T Wint)s s F, (Wa))

is right-continuous. The latter implies that, with probability 1, for any j € {1,...,d} and u € [0, 1]¢, the function from
[0, 1] to [0, 1] defined by ¢ Cl, Wi, . Uiy, Uy, ..., Ug) is Tight-continuous as well.

For any a, b € [0, 17 such that @ < b, let (a, b] = (a;,b;] X - - - X (ag, bs] and, for any function A on [0, 114, let the
H-volume of (a, b] be defined by

d . i 1= i1 1,
MamH = Y (CDEUH@ b, L dib ).
icl0,1)

Then, some thought reveals that, for any a,b € [0, 11¢ such that @ < b, Condition 10 and the fact that €~ is d-

increasing [see, e.g., 7, Definition 1.2.9] for all x € (RY)" imply that, with probability 1, A, b]ji/;fn‘ " > 0 for all

i €{1,...,n}, which in turn implies that A5 C7,, = ﬁ 2y A, bllle ,} ” > (0 almost surely, and thus that the estimator
C7., is d-increasing with probability 1.
The desired conclusion finally follows from Theorem 1.2.11 in [7]. O
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B. Proofs of Propositions 15, 16 and 18

The proofs of Propositions 15, 16 and 18 are based on six lemmas which we prove first.
Lemma 25. For any n € N and w € [0, n), the function t En,,(w) is continuous on [0, 1].
Proof. Fix n € Nand w € [0, n). The desired result is an immediate consequence of the fact that

Lwl
Bmwﬂ—zngm% re 0,11,

k=0
is a polynomial in 7. O
Lemma 26. Foranyn e N, p € (0,n) and w € (0, 1), the function t — Bn,,,p(w) is continuous on [0, 1].

Proof. Fixn e N, p € (0,n) and w € (0,1) and let 7 = (n — p)/p > 0. From the properties of the beta distribution
Beta(tr, (1 — 1)7), for any ¢ € (0, 1),

Bn,t,p(w) =1- L ﬁ,T(X)d)C,

where
I'(7)

I'@¢nr{(l-onr}

and I is the gamma function. Fix #y € (0, 1) and let us verify that ¢ — Bn,,,p(w) is continuous at #y. To do so, let
t,, be an arbitrary sequence in (0, 1) such that t,, — ) as m — oo. By continuity of I" on (0, o), we have that,
for any x € (0,1), f,, -(x) = fi,(x) as m — oco. Furthermore, since there exists a constant K > 0 such that
I'(z) > K for all z € (0,), we have that, for any m € N and x € (0,1), f; (x) < I'(t)/K?. The dominated
convergence theorem then implies that Bn,,m,p(w) - B,,,,U,p(w) as m — oo, which implies that the function t — Bn,,,p(w)
is continuous on (0, 1). Furthermore, from Markov’s inequality, we have that, for any ¢ € (0, 1), Bn,,,p(w) < t/w,
which combined with the fact that B,,,o,p(w) = 0, implies that lim,_,o- Bn,,,p(w) = Bn,O,p(W)7 and therefore that the
function ¢ > f3,,,(w) is continuous at 0. Finally, using symmetry properties of the density of the Beta(t7, (1 — £)7),
some thought reveals that, for any ¢ € (0,1), Bui-rp(W) = Burp(l = w) = 1 = B,,,(1 — w), which implies that
limy1- B p(W) = im0 Bui—rp(W) = 1 = lim,o+ By p(1 —w) = 1 = By1 ,(w) since, from Markov’s inequality, for
any 7 € (0,1), Busp(1 —w) < 1/(1 = w). O

fir(x) = XA -0 x e, 1),

Lemma 27. Foranyn €N, p € (0,n) and w € [0, n), the function t %:’,,,,,p(w) is continuous on [0, 1].

Proof. Fixne N,p e (1,n)andw € [0,n) and let 7 = (n — p)/(p — 1) > 0. From the properties of the beta-binomial
distribution Beta-Binomial(n, tt, (1 — £)7), for any ¢ € (0, 1), we have that

lw)

- m\I'kk+to){n-—k+ (1 -n71i(7)

a1 S |

e (n+I'eo)r{ -t}

Since I' is continuous on (0, c0), we immediately obtain that 7 f@,,,,,p(w) is continuous on (0, 1). For some ¢ € (0, 1),
let X be Beta-Binomial(n, t7, (1 — #)7). Using Markov’s inequality, we have that

nt

BurpW)=PX >w)=PX > |w]+1) < Mt

The latter display implies that lim,_,o+ @n,,,p(w) =0= @n,o,p(w) since X is degenerate and equal to 0 if # = 0. It remains
to verify that ¢ — &?m,,p(w) is continuous at 1. Using symmetry properties of the probability mass function of the Beta-
Binomial(n, 17, (1 — 1)7), some thought reveals that, for any 7 € (0, 1), By.1-,(W) = Burp(n —w) = 1 = By, p(n — w),
which implies that lim,_,;- ;@n,w(w) = lim,_,+ g@n,l_m(w) =1 - lim,_o+ ,%_’,l,,,p(n -w)=1= %_’n,l,p(w) since, from

Markov’s inequality, for any ¢ € (0, 1), B, ,(n —w) < nt/(ln —w] + 1). O
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Lemma 28. For any n € N and w € [0, n), the function t — B,,,,(w) is increasing on [0, 1].

Proof. Fix n € N. We need to prove that, for any w € [0, n), Bn,tl w) < I_Bn,,z(w) whenever 0 < #; < £, < 1. Notice that,
for any w € [0,n), B,o(w) = 0 and B, ;(w) = 1 so that it suffices to prove that, for any w € [0,n), B,,,(w) < B,,,(w)
whenever 0 < f; <, < 1. Fix 0 < #; < 1, < 1 and let X be Binomial(n, #;) and Y be Binomial(n, ;). Some thought
reveals that the latter is proven if we show that X < Y, where <y denotes the usual stochastic order. Indeed, by
definition, X <y Y if P(X > x) < P(Y > x) for all x € R. According for instance to Theorem 1.C.1 in [25], X <y Y
will hold if X <), Y, where <), denotes the likelihood ratio order.

Let f be the probability mass function of X and let g be the probability mass function of Y. Then, by definition,

n —X n X n—x
fx) = (x)ti‘(l )", gx) = (x)tz(l -n)", x€{0,...,n}.
According for instance to Section 1.C.1 in [25], to prove that X <. Y, by definition, we need to show that the function
x — g(x)/ f(x) is increasing on {0, ..., n}. To prove the latter, it suffices to show that the function

£5(1 - 1)

x €[0,n],

is increasing on [0,n]. To do so, we shall prove that the derivative of & is positive on [0,n]. Let I(x) = log{h(x)},
x € [0, n]. Then, for any x € [0, n],

d

a _ 4wy w4 _ w4 _ w4 H =)™
dx{h(x)}— dx{e j=e dx{l(x)}—e dx[log{h(x)}]—e log{ =—————

dx (=)

= eZ(X)i {xlog(ty) + (n — x)log(1 — 12) — xlog(t;) — (n — x)log(1 — 1)} = €™ log {M} >0,
dx t(1-1)

since 0 < #; <1, < 1 implies that #,/#; > 1 and that (1 —#,)/(1 —#,) > 1. O
Lemma 29. Foranyn e N, p € (0,n) and w € (0, 1), the function t — Bn‘,,p(w) is increasing on [0, 1].

Proof. Fix n € N and p € (0,n). We need to prove that, for any w € (0, 1), B,,,,l,p(w) < Bn,lz,p(w) whenever 0 <
t; <t < 1. Since, for any w € (0, 1), B,,,o,p(w) = 0 and Bn,l,p(w) = 1, it suffices to prove that, for any w € (0, 1),
Bn,tl,p(w) < B,,,,z,p(w) whenever 0 < t; <1, < 1. Fix0 < 4 < 1, < 1 and let X be Beta(t;7,(1 — #;)7) and Y be
Beta(#,7, (1 — 1)), where T = (n — p)/p > 0. As explained in the proof of Lemma 28, it then suffices to prove that
X<, Y.

Let f be the density of X and g be the density of Y. By definition, we have that
I'(7)

r
(T) xtl‘r—l(l _ x)(l—tl)T—l’ g(x) — —xtz‘r—l(l _ x)(l—tz)T—l’ x € (0, 1)

fx) = oA = L&)l - )7}

According for instance to Section 1.C.1 in [25], to prove that X <. Y, we need to show that the function x — g(x)/f(x)
is increasing on (0, 1). Let I(x) = log{g(x)/f(x)}, x € (0, 1). Then, we have that, for any x € (0, 1),

__ I nt-1 (I=ty)7—1
4 9 i) w9 _awd foorasar . (=2
dx g/ f (0} = dx {e } =e dx {lx)}=e P log e

Ht—1 _ 1-1)r-1
o Frarama (L0

](x)i 1 F(tl‘r)l"((l — ll)T) ) xtz‘r—l(l _ x)(l—tz)‘r—l
& [\ oo —n | T8 T — i

=e

d 1 1
= /@ — (1t — 1))t log(x) = (12 — t)Tlog(l — x)} = "ty — 1))7| - + >0
dx x 1-x

Lemma 30. Foranyn €N, p € (1,n) and w € [0, n), the function t — @n,t,p(w) is increasing on [0, 1].
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Proof. Fix n € Nand p € (I,n) and let 7 = (n — p)/(p — 1) > 0. We need to prove that, for any w € [0,n),
Bt pW) < By, p(W) whenever 0 < 1) < 1, < 1. Forany w € [0,n), By 0,(w) = 0 and B, ,(w) = 1 so that it suffices
to prove that, for any w € [0, n), :@n,tl,p(w) < @m,p(w) whenever 0 < 1 <, < 1. Fix0 < <t < 1landlet X
be Beta-Binomial(n, t;7, (1 — #;)7) and Y be Beta-Binomial(n, 7,7, (1 — £,)7). The latter is then proven if we show that
X <g7Y.

It is well-known that the distributions of X and Y can be viewed as compound distributions: let ®; (resp. ®,) be
Beta(#; 7, (1 — #)7) (resp. Beta(#,7, (1 — #2)7)) and let Z, be Binomial(n, p); then, with some abuse of notation, X (resp.
Y) has the same distribution as Zg, (resp. Zg,). From the proof of Lemma 28, we have that Z, <y Z,, whenever
0 < p1 £ p» < 1, while from the proof of Lemma 29, we have that ®; <y ©®,. Theorem 1.A.6 in [25] then implies

that X <y Y, which completes the proof. O

Proofs of Propositions 15, 16 and 18. Proposition 15 (resp. Proposition 16, Proposition 18) is an immediate conse-
quence of Lemmas 25 and 28 (resp. Lemmas 27 and 30, Lemmas 26 and 29). O

C. Proofs of Theorem 22

The proof of Theorem 22 is based on two lemmas which can be seen as extensions of similar results stated in
Section 3 of [24]. The first lemma involves the following condition which is implied by Condition 20.

Condition 31. There exists a positive sequence h, | 0 such that, for any n € N, x € (RY)", u € [0,1]¢ and
jell,...,d}, Var(Wj’fuj) < hy.

Lemma 32. Ler X, be a process in £(A x [0, 119) such that, for all u € [0, 114 and s € [0,1], X,(s,s,u) = 0.
Furthermore, assume that X,, ~ X in £*(A x [0, 119) where X has continuous trajectories almost surely. Then, under
Condition 31,

sup = op(1).

(s,t,u)eAX[0,1]4

f Xu(s, £, w)dv, " (w) = X, (s, 1, w)
[0,1]4
Proof. Let| - | denote the maximum norm on R¢. For any € > 0,

sup f X,,(s,t,w)dvj“’“’””"”(w)—Xn(s,t,u) = sup
(s:0eh |J0,11¢ (s,

uel0,1]¢ uel0,11¢

f {Xn(s, t, w) - Xn(s, f, u)}def»Ln:JH:LmJ (W)
{wel0,119:lu—w|. <&}

) = .t )
[0.1]

< sup
(s,H)eA
uel0,11¢

+ sup
(s.£)EA
uel0,11¢

f {Xu(s, 1, w) = X, (5, 1, w)}d,, " <w>}
(wel0,119:lu—w|e>e)

< sup X tw) = X(s,nwl+ sup [ XKu(s, £ w) = X, (s, 1, 0)
(s,1.u,w)eAX[0,1]2 (s.0)€A
lu—w|o<e (u,w)x[0,11%¢

% Vf’LnYHI:L/”J({w (=] [0’ l]d . |u - wloo > 8})]

Since X,, ~ X in £*(A x [0, 1]¢) and X has continuous trajectories almost surely, it is stochastically equicontinuous.
Hence, for any given n > 0, we can choose &€ = &(n) > 0 sufficiently small such that

limsup P sup X, (5,2, w) — Xu(s, t,w)| >} < 1.
n—eo (s,t,u,w)eAX[0,11%¢
[u—w|<e
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Some thought then reveals that, to complete the proof, it suffices to show that

sup [ [Xu(s, £,w) = Xo(s, )] vy "0 (fw € [0, 117 Ju = wleo > £1)] = 0p(D). (34)
(s,0)€A
(u,w)x[0,11%¢

For any 6 > 0, the supremum on the left-hand side of (34) is smaller than

sup [IXu(s, 1, w) = Xy Cs, £, )] X v, " (€ 10, 11— wleo > )
(s,t,u,w)eAX[0,11%
1—5<0
+osup (X6 w) = Xl L w)] X v (w € 10,117 Ju - wle > £D)]
(s.tu,w)eAX[0,11%4
1—5>0

which is in turn smaller than

2 sup X, (s,t,w)| +2  sup X, (s, t,u)| x sup v i (€ 10,117 Ju — wleo > €)).
(s.6w)eAX[0,1] (s,t,u)€AX[0,1]¢ (s,t,u)eAX[0,1]¢
t—5<6 t—5>0
Using again the fact that X, is stochastically equicontinuous and that it vanishes on the subset {(s, s,u) : s € [0, 1],u €
[0, 119} of A x [0, 119, for any given 17 > 0, we can choose 6 = 6(77) > 0 sufficiently small such that

lim sup P sup X, (s, t,u)| > np =limsup P sup X (s, t,u) — X, (s, s,u)| >np <n.

n—eo (s.t.u)eAX[0,11¢ n—eo (s,t.u)eAX[0,1]¢
1—s<6 t—s<0

The convergence in (34) will then hold if we additionally show that

sup IX,.(s, £, w)| X sup v,fq"”*"l””({w €[0,114: [u — wlew > &) = op(1). 35)
(s,1,u)€AX[0,1]¢ (s,1.u)€AX[0,1]¢
t—5>0

From the weak convergence of X,,, we have that sup g, caxo.1)¢ 1Xn(s, 2, u)| = Op(1) whereas the second factor in
the product on the left-hand side of (35) can be shown to converge to zero almost surely. Indeed, proceeding along
the lines of [24, Section 3] using Chebyshev’s inequality and Condition 31, for almost any sequence X, X,...,
conditionally on X, X, ..., we obtain that

%‘nx-*-:n d . %‘nv-#:u
sup v, (w € [0, 11t lu—wlo > ) = sup  P{W —w)| > 8| Zggeri)
(s.t.u)eAX[0,11¢ (s,t,u)eAX[0,1]¢
1—5>0 1—5>0
Plns+tiln)
= sup U {‘W j' > 8} | Zlns)+1:1n)
(s, tu)eAX[O 14 j=1
t—5>0
‘%‘IL\ L
@ d Var(WjuL, frd | %_MHI:LMJ)
| ns|+1:|nt] s
< sup ]P’{|Wj’uj - uj‘ > g | %nml;wj} < sup 5
(s,t.u)€AX]O, 1]" =1 (s.L)eAx[0, 11 7 €
1—5>0 1—5>0

d d d

< = SUp Mpjoins) £ = SUP Apn-g)-1] < _h|_n6 1) = o(1).
&% (sneA €2 (snen
t—5>0 t—5>0

It follows that the second factor in the product on the left-hand side of (35) converges almost surely to zero, which
completes the proof. O

Lemma 33. Assume that Conditions 19 and 20 hold. Then, almost surely,

sup \/r_l/ln(S’ )]

(s,t,u)eAX[0,1]4

f dC(w)dvf““‘“‘*"”(w)—C(u> = o(1).
[0,1]
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Proof. Let a, = |n'/?], n € N. With probability 1, one has that

sup Vnd,(s, 1)
(s,t,u)EAX[0,1]¢

\fo ) C(w)dvfmw:wj(w) - Cu)
[0.1]

{l—k+l
= max sup

f Cw)dv, ' (w) — C(u)
[0,1¢

I
i 66

f[o 1 C(w)dv, “ (w) — C(u)| < 1 almost surely for all 1 < k <[ < n and,

< max(L,, M),
1kSizn | Al ey } (L M)

where

. I—k+1
n = Mmax { ——— sup
1<k<i<n \/ﬁ uE[O,l]d

I-k<an
M, = max {Vl—k+1 sup

I<k<i<n
I~k>an uel0,14

f COondvH (w) — C(ar)
[0,1]4

f C(w)dv, ' (w) — C(u)
[0,1]4

Since 0 < C < 1, we have that SUPye(0,11¢

therefore, with probability 1, that
I-k+1 a,+1

L, < max < = o(1).
= N
The aim of the remainder of this proof is to show that the term M, in (36) converges to zero almost surely as well. To
do so, it suffices to show that, for almost any sequence X, X5, ..., conditionally on X, X5, ..., M, converges to zero.

We thus reason conditionally on X, X>, ... in the rest of this proof.

Let n > 0 and let us show that M,, can be made smaller than dn provided n is large enough. The forthcoming
arguments are very close to those used in the proof of Proposition 3.4 in [24]. We provide all the steps nonetheless for
the sake of completeness.

Given u,w € [0,1]%, set w(t) = u + t(w — ), t € [0, 1]. The function G(t) = C{w(?)}, t € [0, 1], is continuous on
[0, 1] and, by Condition 19, is continuously differentiable on (0, 1) with derivative

d
G0 =Y wj—upCitw®), 1€ (0,1).

J=1

By the fundamental theorem of calculus, G(1) — G(0) = fol G’ (r)dt, that is,

d 1
Cw) - Cw) = ) (w;—u)) fo Ciw(n)dr.
j=1

Note that, under Condition 19 and with the adopted conventions, some thought reveals that the previous equality holds
no matter how u and w are chosen in [0, 1]¢. Using Fubini’s theorem, we then obtain that, for any u € [0, 1]¢ and

1<k<I<n,
d 1
f (COow) - Cadvyon) = > f { f () - u_,-)C_,-{wa)}dvfkﬁ'(w)} d,
(0,114 o Jo (0,114

which implies that

d 1
M, = max < Vi-k+1 sup Zf {f w;j - uj)Cj{w(t)}dva‘k:,(w)} dr
(o uefo. )¢ [ Jo Wiy
d 1 d
< max Vi-k+1 Z sup f {f w;— uj)Cj{w(t)}dvfk:’(w)} dr|p < Z I;,,
i = ueto [Jo {Jjop =
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where, for any j € {1,...,d},

I
I, = max{\/l—k+1f sup

1<k<i<n 0 uE[O,l]"

I-k>an

f w; — u))C iw(0)}dv, ™ (w)
[0,1}4

dt} |

Fix j € {1,...,d}. We shall now show that, provided 7 is large enough, I;, is smaller than 5. For any ¢ € (0, 1/2], we
have that I, < J;,5 + K s, where

1
Jins = max I-k+1 f sup ‘I

4 ba-
u;€[0,6)U(1-6,1]

f (= u)C WD)V (w)
[0,11¢

1
Kins = max { VI—k+1 f sup dry. 37
Eﬁfuﬂ uel0,11¢
ujel61-0]

f w; = u)C iw(0)}dv,  (w)
[0,114

Term Jj,s: From the monotonicity and Lipschitz continuity of C, 0 < C ;i < 1 [see, e.g., 18, Section 2.2] and
therefore, using additionally Holder’s inequality and Condition 20,

pring uel0,11?
u;€[0,0)u(1-6,1]

Jjns <max { Vi—k+1 sup f w; — uj|dylf€k;1(w)
) 1]4

IA

I<ksl<
o uel0,11¢
u;el0.8)0(1-6.1]

max { Vi—k+1  sup \/f IE3(W5r“ | 22y (w)
[0, l]d

=max{ Vi—k+1  sup ‘/VaI(W;Z“L%(l) < sup  ku(l—u).

i ue[0,11 uel0.)u1-3.1]

u;€[0.6)U(1-38,1]

Hence, we can choose 6 = (7, k) sufficiently small such that J;,, 5 < 1/3.
Term K, 5: Since f[o 1]d(wj - uj)dvf"“(w) =0forall 1 <k << n, we can rewrite the term K, 5 in (37) as

Kjns = max § VI—k+ f sup f (wj = u) | Ciw(e)) = C@)| dvi™ w)| dt ¢
1<k;,<nn uel0,1)¢ 0,114
u;€[6,1-6]

Then, for any € € (0,6/2),

1
Kjns < max ¢ VI-k+ lf sup f (wj —uj) [Cj{w(t)} of (u)] dv w)|| dr
kst ue[0,1]7 |J(wel0,119:w—ulo<e
uj€ls,1-6]

1
+ max { Vi—k+1 f sup f (wj = up) [Citw(®)} = C@)] v, w)| | de
st uel0,11¢ | wel0,11:w-ulw>e)
u;€[6,1-5]
! 44
< an66 anéa’
where
K;ME = sup sup |C w)-C; (u)| X max Vi-k+1 sup f |wj—uj|dv,f’fk:’(w) ,
uel0,11  wel0,1]¢ I—koan uel0,11¢ J10,11
uj€[5,1-6] w—ulo <& uj€ls,1-6]
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K’
j’"’é’s 1<k<i<n
I—k>an uel0,11¢

u;€[6,1-5]

=max{ Vi—k+1 sup f Hw —ule > ellw; — ujldv, ¥ (w) ¢,
[0,174

where we have used the fact that, for all # € [0, 1]¢ and ¢ € (0, 1),

sup |Cj{w(t)} - Cj(u)| < sup |Cj(w) - C‘j(u)|
wel0,1] wel0,1]¢
lw—ulo<e [w—ul.<e

and, again, that 0 < C 7 < 1. Using Condition 20, we obtain that, forany 1 <k </ < n,

sup f[o,ud lw‘, u]|dvu (w) < sup Var(W, | L) < uzﬁ)l?l] ) < T (38)

uef0,1] uel0,1]

uj€[6,1-5] u;€[6,1-5]
Since Condition 19 holds, by uniform continuity of C ; on the set {u € [0, 174 : u; € [6/2,1 - 6/2]}, we can choose
e = &(0,n, k) > 0 sufficiently small such that

. . n
sup sup |Ci(w)—-C;m)| < ——=.
uel0,11¢ wel0,11¢ 8 @) 3k

u;€l0,1-0] lw-ulo<e

(39)

Combining (38) and (39), we obtain that K;.

noe < 1/3. As far as K;.”nﬁ’g is concerned, using the Cauchy-Schwarz
inequality,

Lsksl<
e uel0,11¢
1;€18,1-6]

K;-”n’&g <max{ VI-k+1 sup \/ﬁ , I{w - ul > 8}dv;xk:l(w) . d(wj _ uj)2dyj’fk:l(w)
[0,1]4 [0,1]

< max Vi—-k+1 sup \/vf“({w €[0,119: |w—ulw > €}) sup JVaI(WJi‘? | Zi) b - (40)
s uef0,11 uel0,11% '
u;€lo,1-6] u;€l0,1-6]

Then, using Chebyshev’s inequality and Condition 20, we obtain that, for any u € [0, 11¢ such that uj € [6,1 - 0] and
forany 1 <k<[l<mn,

d d
v (w € 011 < lu —wlo > ) = P[] { W )| > g} | 2 < ZP{‘WﬁI ~uj|> el %{;,}
=1 =1
4 Var(W5 | Ziea)
<y — SR — @1
= g (I-k+1)e?

Furthermore, using Condition 20, forany 1 <k <[ < n,

: kuj(1 —u;) K
Var(W s | Zi)) < ’ < \/7 .
sup ar(W,,- | Zi) < sup I-k+1 ~Ni-k+1 )

uel0,11¢ uel0,11¢
u;€[s,1-6] u;€[s,1-6]

Hence, from (40), (41) and (42), we obtain that

K . < max l-k+1x xd X K <K\/3><max ! <K\/3>< !
Jnde = ieion (I—k+De2 Ni-k+1(" & "= Ni—k+1~ & Va,+1°

I-k>apn I-k>an

which implies that, for n sufficiently large, K’/ . < n/3. Thus, provided that n is large enough, this successively

Jin,0,&
implies that K, s < 25/3, that I;,, < n and finally, since M, < Z’;:l I;,, that M,, < dn. The latter holds conditionally
on X, X, ... for almost any sequence X, X», ..., which completes the proof. O
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Proof of Theorem 22. From (29) and (31), for any (s,7) € A and u € [0, 1]¢, we have that

Cl(s, t,u) = Vnd,(s, 1) [ f
[

) {Clasts 1ty (W) = COw) + COw)} dy, 4 (w) — C(u)]
0,1]

- Cou(s, 1, w)dvy, 0 () + A, (s, 1) { f
[O.

C(w)dy,, i () — C(u)} . (43)
[0,1]4

114

Following [24], the first (resp. second) term on the right of (43) can be called the stochastic (resp. bias) term in the
decomposition of C) (s, 7,u). Notice that both terms are equal to zero for any (s, ) € A such that |ns| = |nt]. It then
immediately follows from the triangular inequality that

sup |(C;(s, t,u) —C,(s,t, u)| < sup Cu(s,t, w)dvfl”“””"” w) = C,(s,t,u)

s,HEA s,1EA d
u(E[O), 17 u(E[(J). 17 (0.1}
+ sup Vad,(s,1) f C(w)dv,fﬁ“”*”"”(w) - C(u)|,
(s,1)EA [0,1]”
uel0,114
and the desired result is finally a direct consequence of Lemmas 32 and 33. U
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